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配 分 す る と す る 浮 動 層 モ デ ル［Dixitand
Londregan1996］である。この他，投票参加率
の高い高所得者層などに有利な政策が展開され
て い る 点 を 重 視 す る 見 解 も あ る［Hibbs














































































































































































































































































































パーセントであったのに対し，20 代 69.0 パー
セント，30 代 70.0 パーセントである［李2013］。




に占める有権者比率は 50 代 19.2 パーセント，




































































































































































































































































































































































































年のレベルであり，全人口の 4 分の 1 が高齢者
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地域を中心に」［노인집단의 동원력 , 정치적 
경쟁 , 여성의원의 성장과 노인복지정책 : 대





を中心に」［지방정부의 정치적 특성이 복지지










中心に」［노인복지예산의 결정요인에 관한 연















융위기 이후 영국과 스웨덴 복지정책의 변화 : 














齢化政策対応」［시・도별 고령화 격차와 지방
























果を中心に」［지방정부 사회복지비 지출의 정
치 , 제도적 결정요인 : 부산 , 울산 , 경남지역 





望への含意」［한국의 중간층은 어떤 복지국가























中心に」［한국사회 복지의식의 특성과 결정요





























に」［지방정부지출의 결정요인에 관한 실증적 
연구 : 정당효과 및 선거경쟁효과를 중심으로］
『韓国東北アジア論叢』［한국동북아논총］第










［세대 간 정치참여 차이가 예산자원 배분에 미











（神戸大学大学院法学研究科教授，2017 年 7 月 16




Scientific, but Small-Minded?: New Research 
Trends in the Study of Welfare Politics and Policy 
for the Elderly in South Korea
Yutaka Onishi
This paper examines the dramatic changes that have occurred in the study of welfare politics 
in Korea—both at the theoretical and methodological level—through a review of the recent 
literature. In particular, we examined research related to Korean welfare politics and the elderly. 
Recently, welfare politics researchers have begun shifting from qualitative to quantitative methods 
of analysis while transferring their theoretical focus from class to voters and political parties. 
Recent research has focused on analyzing public attitudes toward welfare and party politics of 
welfare policy at the local level, both of which have produced robust data related to the welfare 
state debate in Korea. However, these new trends present serious problems. Though research has 
been refined methodologically, such rigorous methods limit the range of theories to be verified, 
narrow the scope of an area of research that was originally more extensive, and limit the range of 
research subjects.
